Later biblical writers did not compose their materials in a vacuum. Primarily, their compositions were influenced by the antecedent Scriptural materials. Through their thorough and careful reading and interpretation of these antecedent Scriptures, these writers framed their compositions to further develop and reinforce the message or messages embodied in the earlier biblical materials. This interpretative phenomenon can be observed within either the OT or the NT canon and the NT use of the OT. In this project, we propose that such processes did exist and we set forth to describe the processes that we generally call inner-and inter-biblical interpretation (with their working definitions provided at the end of this chapter).
human figure;4 an angelic being;5 or perhaps the most radical suggestion appearing in recent scholarship, a local deity in Canaan. 6 (2) Interpretation of one of the three Melchizedek passages.7 One can argue that it is a legitimate pursuit to interpret one of these biblical passages since each has its own unique purpose and setting. Nonetheless, such interpretation is not complete because the inter-connectedness of these three passages provides much richer interpretative data than any interpreter can afford to overlook.
(3) The interrelationships between any two of these three Melchizedek texts. There are only three possible combinations: (a) Genesis and Psalms;8 (b) Genesis and Hebrews;9 and (c) Psalms and Hebrews.10 Such interpretations face the same problem as stated in the above paragraph. Furthermore, it is hard to imagine any justification for omitting any one of the three passages. In the course of our interpreting the Melchizedek texts, we shall see the importance of integrating all three of these biblical passages. Interpretation of this nature promotes a comprehensive understanding of the Melchizedek texts. Unfortunately, there have been no major studies that exegetically examine all three of these texts as a whole, or treat all of them equally at length. Notably, many have treated one text more fully than the other two.11 Recent scholarly works12 also bring in other non-biblical texts, such as 11QMelch, to understand the three biblical Melchizedek texts at hand. Our interest, however, is limited to how these three biblical texts relate hermeneutically. Our next section will look at some of the scholarly works that may share similar interpretative interest with ours.
A Survey of Relevant Literature
We will examine two literary works that have treated all of the three Melchizedek passages. First, Klein's master thesis13 most closely reflects our interest, namely, an exegetical study of the inner-and inter-biblical interpretation. He devotes a chapter to each of the three Melchizedek passages: Genesis 14 is covered in chapter two; Psalm 110 in chapter three; Hebrews 5-7 in chapter four; and chapters one and five serve as the introduction and conclusion respectively. The only major deficiency is that Klein's study lacks sufficient discussion germane to how the passage interprets the 15 We intend to treat this article in depth for two reasons: first, the title raises our expectations that the author will exegetically link these three texts while his title neatly summarizes our core interest. Second, our critique of this article will serve as an illustration of the deficiency of biblical scholarship in inner-and interbiblical interpretation.
A Critique of de Kruijf's Article
The purpose of de Kruijf's study is "to confront the question of whether it is possible to trace, at least in part and tentatively, the stream of tradition that flowed mostly underground from Genesis 14 to Hebrews and beyond."16 From the above statement it is clear that the author has already expanded his scope of investigation beyond the three biblical passages. Progressing through his article,17 it becomes apparent that de Kruijf's interest is in more than a comparative study of these three texts. Third, we disagree with de Kruijf's argument in section two that the relationship between Genesis 14 and Psalm 110, no matter how it is developed, is "conjectural." Instead, we believe the textual dependence of these two texts can be shown through other means. 19 Fourth, we also wonder how the treatment of first-century literature can shed light on de Kruijf's "reception of Genesis 14 in Hebrews mediated by Psalm 110." An understanding of the first-century literature could probably help us to read Hebrews intelligently because the author of Hebrews composed his work in a similar literary milieu. De Kruijf's analysis suggests that the author of Hebrews may have drawn his ideas more from the literature surrounding him than from the texts of Genesis 14 and Psalm 110. It is equally possible, however, to argue that the author of Hebrews may have written his essay based on his interpretation of Genesis 14 and Psalm 110.
As noted earlier, de Kruijf's interest is not primarily in the inner working relationships among these three texts. We, however, affirm the significant influence of the OT and the first-century literature on the writing of Hebrews, and think biblical scholarship, by and large, has not paid adequate attention to how an OT text exerts its influence on a later OT and NT biblical text. In summary, de Kruijf's analysis suffers from a lack of emphasis on how these passages are hermeneutically connected. His subtitle is misleading. Therefore, his article fails to convincingly argue for the interrelationships ("reception", "mediated") of these texts.
Judging from the above literature review, we can draw a preliminary conclusion that biblical scholarship should address certain deficits.
First, the use of the OT in the NT has been extensively researched yet the use of the OT in the OT is not sufficiently attended to in biblical studies.20 Moreover, more has to be done on how an OT passage is used by another OT writer as well as how it is quoted in the NT. While the bulk of scholarly attention seems to be paid to the 18 Here we will adopt a term used by Peter Cotterell in "Semantics, Interpretation, and Theology," in NIDOTTE, ed. Willem VanGemeren (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1997), 1: 136. See our further explanation of the distinction between "context" and "cotext" in chapter two of this project when we discuss discourse analysis. 19 We will discuss "other means" in our next two chapters on methodology. 20 Another highly related subject is the NT use of the NT, and it appears this subject remains an unplowed field. Nonetheless, to investigate this topic thoroughly takes us beyond the scope of our project.
Unauthenticated Download Date | 9/22/19 10:38 AM passage's surrounding extra-biblical literary materials, akin to de Kruijf whose interests lie in intertestamental materials, exegetical work on the biblical materials per se is lacking. Second, works addressing the three (or any combination of) texts of Melchizedek have not given sufficient attention to each of the texts and how each text interprets the other text (for example, how Psalm 110 interprets Genesis 14). This deficiency needs to be removed, and thereby this need justifies the writing of this project.
The aim of this study is twofold. First, by examining the use of Melchizedek in both the OT and the NT, we come to grasp some of the issues pertaining to inner-and inter-biblical interpretation, such as exegetical principles or the methodology employed by the OT and the NT writers. Second, by theologically tracing the notion of a royal priesthood in Psalm 110 to Genesis 14, we will show that this amalgamation of kingship and priesthood is not the invention of the author of Psalm 110, but is based on the poet's reading of Genesis 14 and its cotexts. Furthermore it is useful to theologically trace the theme of royal priesthood21 in the historical books (Samuel, Kings and Chronicles), with special reference to 2 Samuel 7.22 Moreover, we will argue that the notion of kingly priesthood in Hebrews is based on the author's reading of the text of Genesis 14 -with its cotexts -and Psalm 110. Since the structure and the message of Hebrews may possibly be influenced by the Psalter, an examination of the cotexts of Psalm 110 (Psalms such as Psalm 2 and 132) is necessary.
Hence, we propose to investigate these areas by dividing the tasks into various chapters, as outlined in the following paragraph. In the remainder of the chapter, we will discuss briefly some critical issues regarding inner-and inter-biblical interpretation. In chapters two and three, we will examine two methodological approaches to biblical interpretation, discourse analysis and rhetorical criticism. In chapter four, we will examine Genesis 14, paying special attention to vv. 18-20, subjected to both discourse and rhetorical analysis. In chapter five, we will look at the cotexts of Genesis 14. Based on certain semantic-thematic notions in other OT texts that link to Genesis 14, we then expand our scope of investigation to Genesis 12-22, 49, and Numbers 22-24 (all within the Pentateuch). In chapter six, since 2 Samuel 7 contains some semantic-thematic links to Genesis 14 (and its cotexts including Genesis 12, 22 and 49) and Numbers 22-24, we will then examine it in detail. In chapter 21 Regarding the amalgamation of the two offices, namely, king and priest, in one person, there has never been such a person holding both offices in Israel's history, except Melchizedek and possibly, David. David could not have been a priest from the line of Aaron because he was not from the tribe of Levi. His priesthood would have to come from another order, which could be from the line of Melchizedek (Ps 110:4). Granted that David is the author of Psalm 110, does he refer to himself there or to someone else? In our project we will try to answer this question when we approach Psalm 110. See, however, Merrill, Kingdom of Priests, 263-67. 22 It is impossible to trace the king-priest notion in all the historical books of the OT but we will consult other works in this regard; for example, Merrill, Kingdom of Priests. Unauthenticated Download Date | 9/22/19 10:38 AM seven, we will explore the meaning of Psalm 110 through discourse and poetic-literary study. In chapter eight, we will investigate how the Psalter, serving as the cotext for Psalm 110, illuminates the interpretation of Psalm 110; we will perform a literarystructural study of Psalms 1 and 2 and Books I-IV of the Psalter, with special reference to certain psalms (72, 89). In chapter nine, we will investigate Book V, where Psalm 110 is found, with special reference to Psalm 132; at the end of the chapter, a concluding section will tie together all the studies of these OT texts. In chapters ten and eleven, we will focus on Hebrews, with special reference to Hebrews 1-7 and how the OT texts provide thematic and structural influence on Hebrews. In chapter twelve, we will assess the hermeneutical issue of inner-and inter-biblical interpretation and draw a conclusion for this project.
As stated previously, there is a dearth of work in the area of the OT use of the OT23 while one can find a proliferation of literature in the area of the NT use of the OT.24 It is our goal that this project will contribute to the discussion of inner-and inter-biblical interpretation. With this goal in mind, we now turn to some issues relating to innerand inter-biblical interpretation.
Several important issues emerge regarding inner-and inter-biblical interpretation that should be mentioned. These issues might be more clearly formulated in the form of a question. Was the text being used or were the traditions behind the text being used? What text form is quoted? How is the text being quoted? What are the hermeneutical principles used by the biblical writers? What is the relationship between intertextuality and inner-and inter-biblical interpretation? What is the relationship between post-biblical interpretation and inner-and inter-biblical interpretation? We are not claiming this list of queries to be exhaustive, but we believe each component question is relevant to our proposed study.
Issues Regarding the OT and the NT Use of the OT
We have selected two key items to treat here, namely, how a text is quoted, and what hermeneutical methodology was used by the biblical writers. The remaining issues are consigned to a discussion in appendix 1.25
Issue 1: How a Text is Quoted
Our first issue involves looking at how an earlier text is quoted, alluded to, and echoed. The acute problem in this area is the confusion of terminologies used to describe how texts are used. While there is a wealth of research on the NT use of the OT, biblical scholars use various terminologies to describe the use of the OT in the NT. For example, Stanley Porter denotes fifteen terms being used presently regarding the use of the OT in the NT:
Citation, direct quotation, formal quotation, indirect quotation, allusive quotation, allusion (whether conscious or unconscious), paraphrase, exegesis (such as inner-biblical exegesis), midrash, typology, reminiscence, echo (whether conscious or unconscious), intertextuality, influence (either direct or indirect), and even tradition, among other terms.26
At a glance, the great variety of terminology used to describe the use of the OT in the NT is overwhelming and disconcerting. Apparently all of these terms can be viewed within a framework that incorporates these two ends of the spectrum: quotation and allusion.27 25 Among all the issues listed, we consider how a text's being quoted and the hermeneutical methodology used by the biblical writer are more directly related to and also crucial for inner-and inter-biblical interpretation. Furthermore, the hermeneutical method used by a biblical author may reflect how he quotes or uses an antecedent Scripture. 27 We should reject a refinement of quotation proposed by Merrill C. Tenney's three categories for defining how biblical texts are quoted: citation, quotation and allusion. In his view, the difference between citation and quotation is that the former will identify the source from which the words were taken. Since it is extremely rare for biblical writers to identify or provide their source of reference, scholars have long since abandoned this distinction, and consequently concentrate only on quotation. See Tenney, Interpreting Revelation (Grand Rapids, Mich.: Eerdmans, 1957), 103. We are indebted to Jon Paulien who points out Tenney's definitions in his "Elusive Allusions: The Problematic Use of Old Testament in Revelation," BR 33 (1988): 39. Some may still use the term "citation." But in a strict sense defined by Tenney, they mean "quotation." For our purpose, we use citation and quotation interchangeably.
While the distinction between quotation and allusion is not as sharply defined as one might wish, especially when there is an absence of quotation formula,28 the complexity increases, causing scholars like Moyise to articulate a third category: "echo."29 Moyise's "echo" is based on the thesis advocated by Hays.30 Nonetheless, it goes beyond the scope of this project to discuss in Moyise's new category, and we will work from the assumption that Moyise's echo can be subsumed under allusion. Therefore, we will confine our scope to quotation and allusion in the OT use of the OT and in the OT use of the NT.
Issue 2: Hermeneutical Methodology Used by Biblical Writers
What kind of hermeneutical principles, axioms, and exegetical methods did the OT writers use when they cited and interpreted an earlier OT text? The same relevant question can be asked of NT writers: what kind of exegetical method(s) did the OT biblical writers employ to interpret an antecedent Scripture? Did the NT writers use Hellenistic rhetoric such as Greco-Roman rhetoric, or did they favor and use a Jewish type of exegesis such as midrash, to understand the OT texts? One of the objectives of this project is to answer these questions. Nonetheless, a brief discussion, in two parts-one for the OT and one for the NT -will be offered next.
The topic of the exegetical method(s) used by the OT writers is best illustrated by Fishbane.31 He categorizes four types of relationships related to how the OT is used in the OT: scribal comments and glosses, legal exegesis (the OT laws and traditions reinterpreted by later OT books), aggadic exegesis (the OT traditions reinterpreted or reapplied by prophets), and mantological exegesis (the prophetic traditions reinterpreted by others). Fishbane's categories seem to comprehensively catalog the whole usage of the OT (traditions) by later OT texts or writers. Nonetheless, the question persists: are these exegetical methods the only ones that OT writers used to interpret an antecedent OT text? Our project will seek to answer this question.
In our treatment of the NT, we need to look at two important cultural factors making an impact on the exegetical method(s) used by the NT writers: Jewish and Hellenistic. For the former, the two dominant types of Jewish exegetical methods are midrash and pesher, though according to Longenecker, there were four types of Jewish interpretation methods evidenced in the first century:32 the literalist, midrashic,33 pesher, and allegorical. While all four are evident in Jewish literature, the central concept in rabbinic exegesis is midrash34 and the dominant Qumran exegesis is pesher.35 Thus our question is raised: did the NT writers use midrash as a dominant part of their interpretative methodology when they cited an OT text? Or did the NT writers use Qumran pesher to interpret the OT? Moreover, did the Hellenistic influence, for instance, Philo's allegorization, play a part in the NT use of the OT?
While we will assess the methodology used by the OT and the NT writers in their use of Scripture at the end of our study, it is sufficient to say here that the hermeneutical issue is not easily resolved. Since our study is unique in the sense that it combines both the OT and the NT use of the OT, we may be able to shed some light on how the OT and the NT writers use Scripture. Was the hermeneutical method used by the OT writer identical to the method used by the NT writer? If there are differences, what are they?
In completing our discussion of the two major issues facing inner-and interbiblical interpretation, we can safely remark that there is a need for a detailed examination of inner-and inter-biblical interpretation. The Melchizedek passages provide such an opportunity. Before we proceed with our study, however, we should have a working definition of inner-and inter-biblical interpretation. biblical interpretation" as another term for intertextuality.43 Furthermore, Fishbane's inner-biblical exegesis is no more than a hybrid of rabbinic-midrashic exegesis, intertextuality, and tradition-history criticism. At the outset we require a working definition of inner-and inter-biblical interpretation.
Therefore, we propose the following two components: inner-biblical interpretation, which is a study of how a later biblical writer made use of other canonical material within the same OT or NT canon; and inter-biblical interpretation, which is a study of how a NT writer made use of the OT materials. In our definition "to make use of" could include quoting or alluding; interpreting or expounding; and text revision by addition or subtraction (omission) -to a minor degree without significant change in meaning of the materials used to fit the later biblical writer's compositional needs.
Moreover, inner-biblical interpretation could occur within the OT canon, demonstrated most clearly by the writer of Chronicles when he makes use of materials from Kings, or Paul, who in 1 Corinthians 11, interpreted the passion narrative (the Lord's Supper proper) in the Gospels. Inter-biblical interpretation focuses on the relationship between the OT and the NT and has been studied under a variety of titles: the NT use of the OT; the OT in the NT; the OT quotation in the NT; the NT interpretation of the OT, etc. After defining the inner-and inter-biblical interpretation, what are the approaches to handling these areas of biblical interpretation? That will be the topic of our next two chapters.
